Abstract This article is a theoretical contribution to the debate about which qualitative intervention methodology is best suited to building stronger partnerships between researchers and practitioners in educational research. In the first part of this article, two types of intervention methodologies gaining impact in the field are contrasted in light of Yrjö Engeström's criticism. This discussion lays the groundwork for the main claim in the second part of this article that dialogical work between researchers and practitioners focusing on 'contradictions' and the 'object of activity,' can provide analytical tools to improve understanding of challenges in intervention research.
Introduction
The change laboratory (Change Labs), developed by Engeström and his colleagues, and the broader concept of educational design research (EDR) are both intervention methodologies with the potential to bridge the gap between educational research and educational practice, and to promote stronger partnerships between educational researchers and T. Eri (B) Faculty of Education, Oslo and Akershus University College of Applied Sciences, 4, St. Olavs plass, 0130 Oslo, Norway e-mail: thomas.eri@hioa.no professionals working in educational institutions. However, leading EDR researchers and Change Lab researchers rarely quote each other or contrast findings when reporting their numerous intervention projects in educational institutions. To the untrained eye, this fact may appear peculiar because of the apparent similarities in the aims and motives of EDR and Change Labs. Hence, for the interventionist researcher there is a need to understand the methodological differences between the two approaches when working closely with practitioners in developing new educational designs. On a personal level, this became obvious when I recently participated as one of the intervention researchers in a school development project. Choosing the most suitable intervention methodology was an important challenge right from the start. To address this challenge, I began by reviewing recent methodology literature on EDR (Plomp and Nieveen 2010; Akker et al. 2006; Akkerman et al. 2011; Kelly et al. 2008) as well as Engeström's criticism of it (Engeström 2007 (Engeström , 2009 (Engeström , 2011 Engeström and Sannino 2010) . The outcome of this work led to the twofold purpose of this article. First, I review Engeström's criticism of EDR with an emphasis on the concept of double stimulation and his differentiation between formative and linear interventions. Second, as an extension of Engeström's criticism, I discuss how the concepts of contradictions and object of activity can illustrate challenges and complexity faced by intervention researchers. The second part is a response and supplement to a recent paper in this journal by Akkerman et al. (2011) in which they address complexity in EDR. In this connection, it is worth mentioning that the EDR community has not been engaged in criticizing the methodology of Change Labs to the same extent as Change Labs' criticism of EDR methodology.
Engeström's criticism of EDR
There is a need to clarify the messy and unsystematic use of concepts in intervention methodology. Change Labs and developmental work research (DWR) are concepts referring to both the formative intervention method used by Engeström and his colleagues and to culturalhistorical activity theory (CHAT). The terms "design research," "design-based research," "educational design research," and "design experiments" all overlap in the research literature. In an attempt to reduce confusion in this article, I use "Change Labs" when referring to the methodology advocated by the Engeström "school," and "EDR" when referring to the type of design and intervention methodology criticized by Engeström, which is contrasted with the underlying principles of Change Labs. However, both Change Labs and EDR belong to a family of approaches sharing the same features of open analytical frameworks intended to link theory and practice and develop theory based on empirical data from intervention studies.
A key concept in EDR and Change Labs is change. Both methodologies share the objective of conducting interventions and experimentations in institutions and work-based settings founded on theoretical standards, and thereby revise and develop theory through an iterative process of projection and reflection:
Design experiments were developed as a way to carry out formative research to test and refine educational designs based on theoretical principles derived from prior research. This approach of progressive refinement in design involves putting a first version of a design into the world to see how it works. Then, the design is constantly revised based on experience, until all the bugs are worked out. (Collins et al. 2004, p. 18) 
